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PREFACE

A better understanding of the Soviet decisionmaking process in weuapon
selection is important because it can shed light not only on many long-
standing. unresolved questions about the process itself but ulso on the Soviet

strategic buildup of the past 3 to 6 vears and the course of Soviet strategic
policy in relation to the continuing SAL negotiations. To guin u better
understanding of the structure and operation of the Soviet process. this
report analvzes the internal factors that influence such selections.

The principal internal factors comprise institutional arrangements. the
interaction among party, government. and military establishments. the
communication process in the bureaucrucies, and the role of special interest
groups.

The focus in this study is on the operational aspects of the Soviet
decisionmaking process. The report attempts to furnish some insight into
how the Soviet central leadership handles trade-offs among competing
weapon svstems and how it forges u coherent line of national policy in the
weapons R&D sector. Because the information at hand is incomplete und
because ambiguity is inherent in much of it. the judgments herein must be
regurded as tentative. |

The report is based in part on analvsis done under contrac
{t was prepured by the Office of Scientific Intellizence and. -
coordinated within ClA. The cutoff dute for information is April 1973,

TCS 1841-73
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THE SOVIET DECISIONMAKING PROCESS
FOR THE SELECTION OF WEAPON SYSTEMS

PROBLEM

To characterize the decisionmaking process whereby the Soviet weapon
systems are selected for development.

CONCLUSIONS

Soviet
weapon

national-level
selection of

l. The
institutions
svstems for development are the “defense subgroup™™®
of the Politburo, the Defense Council. and the
Militarv-Industrial Commission.

most important
involved in the

2. lateraction between the Politburo defense
subgroup and the Defense Council generally precedes
the formulation of a Politburo subgroup position on
any decision. The Defense Council’s major function
probably is to obtain substantive agreement between
the Politburo subgroup and the military leadership.
Such decisions are, therefore. made within a closed
system operating within the slightly lacger closed
svstem of political decisionmaking.

3. Twenty-five to thirty keyv individuals probably
exercise real influence regularly upon important
decisions on weapon systems. Thev are to be found in
the Politburo. the Central Committee Secretariat. the
Council of Ministers. the Ministry of Defense. the

*The term “defense subgroup™ has been applied to an informal
gzroup in the Politburo having prmary responsibility for defense
mattens. This teem does not denote 4 separate institutional entity.

Defense Council. the Militarnv-Industral Commission.
and the defense industdes, as well as in the economic
planning. scientific, und intelligence burcaucracies.

4. The political lecadership appears not to have a
capability independent of the militarv establishment
to analvze and to correlate military requirements with
what is feasible technologically and economically. If
such capabilities exist only in the militarv
establishment. it implies that the political leadership
may play more the role of a mediator than that of a
leader in dealing with issues presented by the
contending interest groups. This method of operation,
however. may not represent a failing in the Soviet
view. The system mayv slunt decisions in favor of the
defense sector. but the results seem to be such that the
Saviet political leaders. with few exceptions, probably
view-them us satisfactory,

3. Soviet political leaders are under pressure to
assure an equitable and politically congeniul
distribution of the armament business. [astitutional
pressure groups. regional interests, and the political
ties of individual leaders to party constituencies in

TCS 1841-73
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particular industriul centers ull pluy some puart in
shaping the decisions and in parcelling out resources.
These influences muy on occasion help to assure the
continuation of weapons R&D programs bevond the
point where u rational and svstematic assessment
might dictute changes or cancellutions.

6. The Ministey of Defense. the major consumer of
the products ot advanced military technology. is at the
sume time u centrul participant in the process that
generates such production. The ministey and its
subordinate ugencies dominate in the framinyg of the
technological choices of technologies to be pumued
and weupons to be deploved. but the political
leadership “exercises final authorty over all major

weapon decisions.

7. The military services play the leading role in the
initiation of weupon systems R&D programs because
of their institutional incentives. special expertise.
organizational continuity. und close and continuing
association with the designers and producers of new
weapons. The initiative ia weapons R&D is also
occasionally taken by top-level Ministey of Defense
and Ceneral Staff personnel or by weapons desiyners
and their staffs. The close link between the various
parts of the defense industey sector und the military
services almost certainly has led to 4 network of
interest groups comprised of weapons desivn and
production organizations in industry and theic
military customers. These two groups joiatlv promote

progrums which further their institutional interests.

TRENDS

The consensus building approach which charac-
terizes the decisionmaking process on weapon
selection at the Soviet summit is not likely to change
significantly as long as the present composition of the
political leadership continues to operate on the basis of
the principle of collectivity. The tendency of the
politicul leaders to depend on the udvice of the
militarv leaders probably will continue under the
though the politicul leaders

existing  regime.

undoubtedly will retain full authority for making finul
decisions. Anv significant future reduction of resources
allocated to the defense sector as a result of SALT us
well as any increase in civilian goods at the expense of
the defense sector would probably intensify
competition for resources within the defense sector und
all levels of the Soviet

increase tension at

decisionmuking hierarchy.

DISCUSSION

SUMMIT OF DECISIONMAKINC
STRUCTURE

The resolution of issues at the summit of the Soviet
decisionmaking system is accomplished more through
informal procedures and predecision consensus
building than through formal deliberative processes.
Most decisions. nevertheless, eventually receive u
formal stamp of approval by an appropriate hody.

The most important arganizations involved in
weapous decisions at the national level in the USSR
are: (1) the Politburo as u whole and its “defense
suberoup.” which includes Brezhnev. Kosvgin.
Podgornvy, und possiblv others: (2) the Defense
Council. a group ulso headed bv Brezhnev which
periodically brings together top political und military
feaders: (3} and the Militarv-Tadustrial Commission
(VPR). un assemblage of high-ranking defense
industry: and Ministry of Defense officiuls presided

TCS 1841-73
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over by L.\. Smirnov but responsible to Central
Committee Secretary D.F. Ustinov. Ustinov. overseer
of militury R&D and production activities. next to
Party  Secretury Brezhnev, probubly is the most
importunt civilian having to do with decisions on
weapons development and procurement (see figure 1.

[t is probable that oaly 25 to 30 men regulucly
exercise real influence upon important Soviet weupons
system decisions und. with the exception of the
Politburo defense subgroup. these top men are
representatives of the defense industrial establishment
or are military professionals. The final decision.
however, is in the hands of Brezhnev und his fellow
Politburo members.

The various functional departments of the Central
Committee Secretariat. over which Brezhnev presides.
may furnish staff support to the Polithuro defense
subgroup and the Defense Council on weapon policy

Defense [udustries Department, in

issues. The
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THE SUMMIT STRUCTURE

FIGURE 1

OF SOV!ET WEAPONS R&D POLICYMAKING

POLITBURO
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MOD REPRESENTATIVES
8 DEFENSE INDUSTRY

MINISTERS

particular. which is headed by [.D. Serbin but which
also serves Ustinov as a support staff on defense-
industrial matters. provides support for Brezhnev.
Ustinov also is at Brezhnev's call for expert counsel on
a wide cange of weapons development and
procurement issues. although in view of his long and
intimate involvement with the militarv-industdal
establishment, Ustinov's advice in this field may not
be altogether without a proarmaments bias.

The Politburo defense subgroup probably meets
whenever Brezhnev or its members identifyv problems
requiring attention. After appropiate staffing and
traming of solutions. the members seek to ardive at a
consensus to be presented to the full Politburo for a
formal decision. Most issues are probably seldom
debated at length by the whole Politburo. but laid
before it as staffed-out propositions on a lengthv
agenda of ave-or-nay items. How often a proposed
decision of the defense subgroup mav meet objection
and what techniques of persuasion may he emploved
to achieve a substantial consensus among the voting

W-

- "POLITBURO DEFENSc SUBGROUP"
Sl MINISTER OF DEFENSE

PROBABLE AD HOC ATTENDEES:
CHIEF OF OPERATIONS
HEAD OF KBG
D.F. USTINOV
CHIEF OF THE GENERAL STAFF
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MINISTRY OF DEFENSE
GRECHKO, MINISTER OF DEFENSE
- KULIKOV, CHIEF OF THE GENERAL STAFF

members of the Politburo. are not known. [t is
probable thut what most frequently happens is that
explicit showdowns are avoided by pror informal
coordination between the defense subgroup and at
least a voting majority of the full Polithuro. One of the
chief practical consequences of this aspect of the
decisionmaking process would seem to be that. once
agreement has been reached within the defense
subgroup. major alternatives at the full Politburo level
are probably effectively foreclosed.

The Defense Council may meet periodically at fixed
intervals for broad-range poiicy review. Most of its
sessions. however. are probably irregular. issue-
oriented. and attended on u need-to-know basis. It is
unclear whether the solutions to issues taken up in the
Defense Council reflect predominately the views and
outlook of the military und the defense-industrial
establishment representatives. or whether proposals
advocated by them are customarily challenged and
diluted by Politburo subgroup members. The
Politburo subgroup has ties und responsibilitics

TCS 1841-73
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exteading into vucous areas of the national life and
are in u position to express the countering voice of
nonmilitary institutional forces if they so choose. This
course of action, however. is probublv extraoedinarily
sensitive to Brezhnev's personul power and inclina-
tions as the kev figure in the defense subgroup. If he
has the power to swayv his subgroup colleazues und the
inclinution to favor policy positions slanted towurd
militarv-industrial priorities. then it would seem likelv
that the agreements and recommendations which are
produced by the Defense Council tend to lean in this
direction. The general trend of Soviet policy since the
Brezhnev-Kosvgin regime came to office does not seem
to coatradict this proposition.

[t appears that. given the importance attached to
weapons policy at the Soviet summit. it is highly
probuble that the defense subgroup becomes closelv
involved in uny matters related to mujor decisions on
weapon svstems as early as the R&D stage and
certainly at the stage when large procurement and
deplovment decisions fall due.

A particular cutegory of issues which mav
occasionally rise to the summit concerns disputes that
are internal to the military establishment, centering on
such matters as doctrinal changes. competition among
the services for resources and missions. and other
similur tvpes of issues. | | GGG
the militaryv leaders attempt to settle such issues in-
house. but occasionally disputes muv move upward.
This is likelv to be the cuse if rivalry between the
ministerial level of the military estublishment and the
Ceneral Staff]

should preclude presentation of u unified military
pusition to the political leuders. [t is ulso probable that
individuul military leaders enjoving close ties with
powerful political putrons at the summit mav
sometimes violate institutionul discipline to skip
channels and lobby ut the summit on behalf of their

particular project or service.

The summit of the Soviet decisionmaking svste:r
has the characteristics which appear to be conducive-
to overriding parochial bureaucratic pressures and
imposing u higher national stamp on Soviet defense
policy. [t is comprsed of a smull group of powerfu!
senior political and military officials from the relevant
institutions involved in defense mutters. [nternul
communication on policy issues uppears to be frequent
and very good among the officials involved in the
decisionmaking process.

TCS 1841-73
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[t has not been possible to uscertain the extent to
which the Soviet policy summit achieves a rational
and integrated weapons policy. The extent to which it
fails in this respect may stem from its upparent
dependence for advice from the bureaucracies whose
institutional interests are most at stake. Despite the
small und close-knit character of the policy summit,
there is, for example. no evidence of the existence of an
organization which is independent of the military and
which is staffed to appraise routinelv and svstemati-
cally the worth of weapons programs in a manner that
functionally coordinutes needs with meuans. The kind
of cost-effectiveness analvsis of new weapons that is
conducted in the United States by such essentially
supra-military organs as OASD Svstems Analvsis.
DDR&E. and the NSC Program Analysis Staff appeacs
to be done in the USSR either by military professionals
or in the minds of a few kev leaders like Brezhnev.,
Kosvgin. and Ustinov. While there is a possibility that
such work is conducted by the Defense [ndustries
Department, there is no evidence of it.

Over the pust decude there has been an emergent
svstems analvsis discipline in the Soviet Union that is
potentially capable of providing an integrative cost-
effectiveness uppraisal of weapons programs for the
top leadesship. Up to the present. however, this
activity too seems to be seated within the military
establishment. The institutional setting. therefore. at
the top of the Soviet svstem seems such that the
politicul leaders ure probably stronghy inclined to
accept weapons that the military
professionals say thev need and that are considered
feasible. ‘

progrums

As lonyg us the top leuders perceive ne overrding
economic pressures  towurd military
programs, the built-in bias of the decisionmaking
svstem appeurs to be conducive to the determined
expansion of military R&D along lines which satisfy
all or most military advocates of new programs. [f this
is the cuse. then the summit mav be less a medium in
which unitary, purposive direction by the top
leadership produces optimum integrated policy
choices than a forum for arbitrating among policy
initiatives presented by coatending bureaucracies.

restraint i

Viewed in the context of results achieved. what hus
been identitied as a probable shortcoming mav not
cepresent a failing at all in the eves of the Soviet
leaders. The operation of the svstem mav tilt decisions
in a defense direction. but the results seem such that
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the Soviet leaders, with a few exceptions. probably do
not view them as unsatisfactorv. [ndeed. the
leadership mav be sufficiently impressed with the
svstem's record that thev do not see anv need to

change it.
SOVIETSCIENCE POLICY AND MILITARYR&D

The Soviet decisionmaking process tor the selection
of weapon svstems for development appears to
encompass three substantive categories of policy; pre-
weapons-program decisions on science and technol-
ogyv: decisions on specific weapons development
programs: and decisions on production. force sizing.
and deploviment. These three categories of decisions
are related but are probably distinguishable in terms
of participants and procedures.

The decisions on science and technology for military
purposes probably involve a broad arrav of
participants. Thev include the defense-associated
scientific research institutes and their parent
ministries. the Ministrv of Defense and service clients.
the Military-Industrial Commission. Ustinov and the
Secretariat, Gosplan, the State Committee for Science
and Technology., and the Academy of Sciences.
Ultimately, major questions of R&D strategv and their
aggregate resource implicutions probably come hefore
the Politburo. The compuarative weight of the
professional military in this area of policvmaking
probably is considerably less than in weapons
development decisions. if only because of the size of
the poiicy area. The militarv is. nevertheless.
intluznial at this stage through its voice in high-level
policy councils und its Scientific-Technical Commit-
tees. The military also exerts its influence through its
research institutes. the institutes of the Acudemyv of
Sciences. and the higher educational institutes that are
engaged in the preliminary stages of military R&D.

Major decisions on basic military R&D strategyv and
funding in the Soviet Union appear to be much less
closelv tied to specific weapons programs than is
usually the cuse in the United States. Considerable
R&D uctivity appears to be directed toward
advancing the geuneral state-of-the-art in certain
military technology areas rather than being
undertaken in support of specific weapon svstem
developments. Whatever its merits as a wayv of
accomplishing military R&D. this Soviet stvle has
several significant implications for decisionmuking.
Soviet decisions on science and technology are not

5

easily framed to answer the question of how much
spend on what. This somewhat open-ended approach
to much of military R&D has a tendency to generatz:
open-ended growth in expenditures. This is a tendency
the Soviet leaders mav wish to curb, judging from
recent expressions of concern about the escalating costs
of military R&D. und warnings that steady expansion
of resource inputs cannot go on forever. On the other
nand. the Soviet stvle of open-ended R&D has certain
advantages which those who manage it mav not wish
to forezo. [t permits them. for example. to delav
decisions on specific weapons development programs
until fairly late in the evolution of new technology.
This, in effect. reduces plunning uncertainty. [n tum,
this would seem to pluce Soviet decisionmakers in a
favorable position to make force sizing and
deplovment pluns at the onset of specific weapons
development programs.

At the second major decisionmaking stage. one
involving specific weapons development programs.
the circle of participants tends to narrow. and the
relationship between the defense industdal bureauc-
racy and the military establishment becomes more
pronounced. Besides participation of higher politicul
authorities at two major decision points—upproval of
program initiation, and approval of series produc-
tion—it is verv probable that the summit machinery
exercises fairlv close monitoring of u major R&D
program throughout its course by kev Polithuro
members. particularly through Central Committee
Secretary Ustinov, i

The Soviet leaders appeur to be under some pressure.
t uassure un equitable und politically  cungeniul
distribution of the armament business. [nstitutionul
pressure groups. regional interests. the political ties of
individual leaders to party constituencies all probablv
play some part in the shaping of decisions and in the
parcelling out of resources. With regard to [CBM
programs in particular. distdbuting the business
among Zifferent design teams and development
centers mav have influenced the ICBM mix and
posture that actuallv evolved.

Reluted to the phenomenon of distributing the
armament business is the upparent tendency within
the svstem for an institutional claim on a given shaze
of resources. once established, to perpetuate itself. [t
has not been determined how much weight to give this
factor us an impoctant internal determinant of
military  policy decisions. Nevertheless, when the
interests of vurious powerful bureaucracies collide.

TCS 1841-73




“

o TOP

some fairly simple solution to bureaucratic dvalries
muy be imposed to keep organizational peuce within
the svstem.

INITIATION OF WEAPONS
SYSTEMS REQUIREMENTS

The Ministry of Defense und its subordinant
agencies domirate in the framing of the choices as to
which technologies will be pursued and which
weapons deploved. but the top political leades
exercise final authority over all major weapons
decisions. . .

To the early sixties. responsibility for managing
advanced military technology was apparently
dispersed among the technical directorates of the
services and various special commissions outside the
military establishment itself. In the eaclv sixties.
agencies of both the Ministry of Defense und General
Staff levels took over increased responsibility for
advanced weapons policy and the interservice
coordination of R&D. This function from the mid-
sixties on tended to center largely in the General Staff
under the forceful leadership of Marshal Zakharov. By
1970 another shift giving the ministerial level a
stronger hold on the coordinating function appeurs to
have begun. Meunwhile, the technical directorates of
the military services have displaved considerable
continuity, and their close ties with the defense-
industrial organizations in which the uctual conduct
of most military R&D takes pluce seem to have
continued undisturbed. Against this background.
several points stand out.

The settling down of the Soviet militarv R&D
svstem after its organizational pains in the early sixties
and its subsequent contributions to the successful
strategic buildup under the Brezhnev-Kosvgin regime
have probably enhanced the prestige and influence of
the military establishment. This in turn could huve
foctified the tendency of the precent regime to “leave
things in the huands of the marshals™ so far as the
routine management of the weapons development
process is concerned.

Though most of the major weapons development
and deplovment decisions under the Brezhnes-
Kosvgin regime can perhaps be credited to 2 coherent
policy pursued by a strong General Staff. it is by no
means clear how military service interests have been

brought to bear at the ministerial levels. [t is very -

probable. however, that much of the initiation of new

TCS 1841-73
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weapon svstems R&D lies with the military services.
They have the institutional incentives. the special
expertise. organizational continuitv, and a close and
continuing relationship with the designers and
producers of new weaponry. Should u jurisdictional
conflict arise between the Ceneral Staff und the
ministerial level. as mav now be the case. this cou'd
portend an even more open field for service initiatives.
The power to initiate new programs, however. as well
as to settle interservice competition. certainly resides at
the General Staff and ministerial levels.

The Minister of Defense is probably the chief
representative of the Soviet military in dealings with
the political leadership. while the Chief of Stuff runs
the armed forces. However, there is probably a more
subtle set of relationships in which interaction with the
political leadership is conditioned both by the
personal stature and the institutional weight of the
two top spokesmen of the military establishment. It is
possible that Zakharov's replacement as Chief of Staff
by a much less prestigious officer mav give the
Minister of Defense more room to press his own views
on weapons R&D issues at the summit.

The best accounts of how tvpicul
development programs unfold are those related to
Soviet aircraft systems. \While the sequential phases of
aircraft development in part apply to Soviet ballistic
missile development programs.
Bl issile development has not settled preciselv into
all the routines and procedures followed in aircraft
development. [t uppears, for example, that the Soviets
huve reduced to some extent the competitive
prototype approach to ballistic missile development
that thev still find suitable for aircraft development.
Earlier commitment to production for at least some
missile systems, such as the SS-9 and SS-11. also
appeuars to have taken pluce. in contrast with the
customary practice of deferring production decisions
on aircraft until the completion of successful testing.
Essentially the same practice:s appear to apply in the
case of both aircraft uud missile svstems in the
requirement and program approval phase of the
weapons development process—its fist and most

critical phase.

The first step in the process of initiating a program
requirement is probably the emergence from a given
service—or perhaps in the Ceneral Staff—of a
comparatively unrefined perception of the need for a
new weapon system (see table). This perception could
develop out of specific operational problems or a

TOF St W
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TABLE

Review Process for Weapons Requirements

1. Identify New Weapon System Necd

5}

2. Explore Technicel Method for Meeting Need
Determine Technical Feasibility
Military Sercice Sounds Out MOD, Ceneral Staff

Military Service Command Review -

5. Top Level Military Authorities Consult Ustinov, Brezhne
6. Weapons Requirement Draft Prepared
8. Ceneral Staff and MOD Review

Smirnou, Ustinov Review

0. Review By Appropriate Defense Industry Ministries

I1l. VPK Reciew

12, Ustinov Consults Cosplan on Resources

13, Defense Council Reciew

general appraisal of future weapons requirements. as
well as out of perceived weapons developments in
other countries. or the desire of a particular service to
augment its institutional stature by acquisition of new
hardware. Before formal action is taken. a good deal of
informal lateral and vertical consultation probablyv
occurs at various levels within the military and R&D
establishments. [n the case of a major program
proposal. efforts are probably made to sound out the
receptivity of political authorities. at least as high as
Ustinov. [f the environment is found reasonably
favorable. formal action then begins with a draft
statement of tactical-technical requirements. gener-
ated in a main technical directorate with advice from
the main service staff. Thereafter. the proposal moves
upward for general Staff or ministry approval. If the
proposal is endorsed there, then it probably enters the
Ustinov-VPK-Gosplan nexus for appraisal as to
technological and economic feasibility before formal
tactical technical task approval clears the wayv for
actual development to begin.

DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION OF
ADVANCED MILITARY TECHNOLOGY

Weapons designers and their staffs probably
respond largely to the requirements developed by their
service clients. but they may also plav a significant
role in the initiation of new weapons development

1O Sreaiy,ur+ I

programs. The willingness of the services to initiate a
requirement at a designer's request is probuably
enhanced if, as it appears. all weapons development
programs ace funded directly through the state budget
to the industrial ministries. not via the Ministry of
Defense budget. \With regard to design practice.
probably the designers are more conservative than the
military services in generating design concepts which
carry high risks. Because the designers may payv a
higher penalty for technological gambles that are not
successful and because the military has occasionally
bemoaned the conservatism of Soviet design
traditions. the military probably is more prone to seek
substantial technological advances in new weaponry.

[t is probable that special interest ties have
developed between the various military services and
those organizations in the defense industrv sector
which develop and produce weapons

Program initiation decisions are probablyv the most
crucial ones in the weapons development process but
evervthing does not flow automatically thereafter.
Development programs must pass numerous decision

TCS 1841-73
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points. at anv one of which a program can be altered
or terminated. The appurent tendency of the policy
summit to lean on professional military advice at the
inception of high-prority development programs does
aot appear in practice to diminish uppreciably as the
development cvele proceeds. [n fact. the Soviets
usually press a given program through to deplovable
hardware and then modifyv later, rather than alter
designs earlv in the development phase.

All Soviet weapons development programs do not
grind forward inexorably to foreordained deplovment:
even some successful developments have not been
deploved. The Soviet plunning svstem mayv be one in
which the force sizing implications of weapons
programs are faced to some degree at the outset of
development. The mixed history of various projects in
the [CBM. ABM. and aircraft fields. however.
suggests that early consideration of force requirements
does not necessarily drive the planning and decision

process thereafter. Rather. it appears that some

TCS 1841-73

procurement and deplovment decisions have been
strung out over a considerable period after R&D
completion. depending on a varety of internal and
external conditions affecting the decisionmaking
envrionment. Moreover, just as certain institutional
factors mayv increase pressures on the leadership for
earlv and firm commitment to production and
deplovment. others tend to lighten such pressures.
Since the maintenance of a large military R&D and
production base, for example, is an explicit priority of
Soviet national plunning, decisions to defer or even
cancel major projects do not tend to spread
organization disruption through the middle and [ower
echelons of the system. However. the particular
military service whose favorite interests have been
negatively affected mayv find it less easv to take the
situation in strde.

Compartmentation in the Soviet system appears on
occasion to have u negative effect on the quality of
decisions on weapon selection. At the top of the Savict

gurs I
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dacisionmuking svitem, it appeac: that the existence of
a need-totknow philosophy has tended to nacrow the
ciccle of active participunts in importaat decisions und
has helped maintain the closed character of the
decisionmakinz svstem. How strictlv the need-to-
know principle hus been applied at the top and how it
may huve lent itself to intermal political maneuver and
the exclusion of certain viewpoints on  defense
decisions is unclear. At lower echelons of the Soviet
burcuncrucies. however, compurtmental burriers, in
puaré. may have limited interaction between those who
should properdy coopecate in the development of

complex weapon systems,

Other reusons probably

contributed to this anomaly. but compartmentation
muyv have been ut least u contrbuting factor.

The perfornance of the defense sector. if measured
only in terms of end product development und
production. appeurs in veneral to be superior to that of
the civiliun sector. One tmportant factor contributing
to the performunce of the defense sector is the direct
top-level party Party
supervision since 1963 has been un important factor
sector

supervision of the sector.

contributing to the uhility of defense
administrators. scientists, and designers to cut through
red tape und estublish the communications necessary

for eapeditions dechsionmuking, Priority assistance by
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locul party organizations is alsa an important factor.
Another fuctor is that the defense industrial svstem
serves w powerful customer—the military establish-
ment, which is in u position to evert pressure for access
to resources and tulent which no sector of the civilian
economy can match. A third factoc is the continuity.,
experience. and long-term association of the top-level
management in this sector.

The practice in the Soviet Union of plucing civiliun
production requirements oa the defense industrial
ministries is one which seems to have been long
cesisted by the defense industrial managers und their
chief customer—the militurv establishment. Recent
statements by Brezhnev und others that civiliun

“output of the defense sector is to be increused mayv

indicate that an internal bureaucratic struggle is
developing aronnd questions that could greutly affect
the defense policymaking environment.

The issue on which any such bureaucratic struggle
could be expected to center would be the perenniul
one of the balunce of military and civilian priorities in
the Soviet cconomy. [n brick. the present Soviet leaders
undoubtedly ure prepured to devote at least as high a
resources priority to militury purposes as theyv did
during the stratezic huildup of the sixtics. \Whether
they will consider it necessary to do so. in fight of the
achievement of stratezic equalitv with the Cnited
States und other changes in the internal und external
position of the Soviets since thev came to power. is
question to.which only the future holds an answer.

- R TCS 1841-73
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